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Appendix B

Site Selection Computer Model Setup and Results
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Table 1. Weights and Rankings Summary.

ENGINEERING DESIGN FILE

Goal

Weights

Criteria Level 1

Weights

Criteria Level 2 Weights Criteria Level 3

SSSTF Site Selction

8

Location

3

Wind Blown Contamination

Adjacency to landfill unit

Access to/from existing roads

Brush Fire Exposure

Land Use/Zoning

Land use conflicts

Environmentally controlled area

Geology/Topography

Ground Water

Soil bearing capacity

Outside 100-yr fiood plain

Sitework required

Environmental Impact

Erosion potential

Habitat and ecosystem disturbance

Space/Layout

Sufficient space

Evap Pond, land fill unit placement

Expansion potential

Utilities

F= 2 G =Y R el N P 3 8 = o S )

Length Potable Water

Raw water,

Fire Water

Sewer

Electrical power

Telephone/data communications

(S 20183 {4,] (4] (,] [, [$,]

Fire Alarm

Support Services Proximity

Bus transporatation

Cafeteria

Crafts/maintenance

Fuel Supply

[e2] (48] (2] (3, {3}

Medical
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Table 2. Comparison and Rating of Siting Study Criteria.

Criteria and Subcriteria

Site 1

Site 2

Site 3

1) Location

la) Wind Blown Contamination

Rating

Below Average - Predominant wind
direction has potential of blowing
contaminants toward Site 1

2

Below Average - Predominant wind

direction has potential of blowing
contaminants toward Site 2

2

Good - Wind onl
occasionally blo
north to south

4

1b) Adjacency to landfill unit

Rating

Excellent - This location is

immediately to the north of the landfill immediately to the east of the landfill

unit

5

Excellent - This location is

unit

5

Average+ - This

- is several hundre

from the north er
40-acre Landfill
area

3.5

Ic) Access to/from existing roads

Rating

Excellent - This location is ideally

situated to take advantage of existing

road tie-ins

5

Average - This location is would

require an extension of West Perimeter

Road

3

Above Average -
location is would
longer extension
Perimeter Road t
traffic from Linc
farther from the r
INTEC entrance

3

1d) Brush Fire Exposure

Average+ - Brush Fire exposure would Below Average+ - Brush Fire exposure

be limited to one side

would be from three sides

Poor+ - Brush Fii
exposure would t
all sides but limit
nearby roads

Rating

3.5

2.5

1.5

2) Land Use/Zoning
2a) Land use conflicts

Rating

This site is an undisturbed area. No
other facilities are currently planned
for this area.

5

This site is an undisturbed area. No

other facilities are currently planned for

this area.

5

This site is an un¢
area. No other fa
are currently plan
this area.

5 -

2b) Environmentally controlled area

This site does not overlap any
documented environmentally
controlled areas

This site overlaps one environmentally

controlled area and borders another.

This site does not
any documented
environmentally
controlled areas

Rating
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1aple 4. (conunuea).
Criteria and Subcriteria Site 1 Site 2 Site 3
AN APPR PPN | LI rer gy M
3) Geology/Topography
3a) Ground Water This site overlaps areas that have This site overlaps areas that have This site overlap
documented groundwater documented groundwater that have docum
contamination contamination groundwater
: contamination
Rating 1 1 1
t=]

This site has excelient soil bearing
capacity for the types of structures

Qoo

plannea for the SSSTF

This site has excellent soil bearing
capacity for the types of structures
aQQTR

pldﬂﬂcd for the SSSTF

This site has exc
bearing capacity
types of structur
fo i QQQTE
for the SSSTF

Rating 5 5 5
D
3¢) Outside 100-year fiood plain This site is completely outside the This site is completely outside the This site is comp
TTOU/SOy 1L 1 1NN o 1 § P TTOQOMNO A_( 1 1NN s [ | 1.0 a1l Y TOVMY
DU acinea luv-yr 1nooa pl' 111 UdLUd aclinea luv-yr 11000 pl 1n outsiae e usuy
1NN __. 0o 1 __1_"
lUU'yl" 1100a pl'd]

Rating 5 2.5
4) Environmental Impact

4a) Erosion potential Build up of the site and drainage Buiid up of the site and drainage Buiid up of the s
ditches are required to provide proper ditches are required to provide proper drainage ditches
drainage. Soii fili is readiiy availabie. drainage. Soil fiil is readily avaiiabie. required to provi
This site may see marginally more drainage. Soil fi
run-off due to the ciose proximity of readily availabie
additionai existing roads.

Rating 3.5 4 4

4b) Habitat and ecosystem disturbance

Disturbarice at this site would be
minimal

Disturbance at this site would be
minimal

Disturbance at th
would be minirm:
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Table 2. (continued).

Criteria and Subcriteria

Site 1

ENGINEERIN” MNESIGN FILE

Site 2

Site

5) Space/Layout

5a) Sufficient Space There is adequate space for initial There is adequate space for initial There is adequ
planned operations planned operations for initial planz
operations
Rating 5 5 5
5b) Evap Pond, land fill unit placement
Rating 4 3 2

Sc¢) Expansion potential

The expansion potential is somewhat

The expansion potential is somewhat
limited due to the flood plain boundary limited due to the former perc ponds on
on the north and the landfill unit on the the east and the potential siting of the

The expansion
somewhat limit
the AOC boun¢

south evap ponds on the south expansion to th
would be likely
due to possible
unit expansion
Rating 3.5 3.5 3.5
6) Utilities
6a) Length Shortest line lengths of all the Slightly longer utility runs than Site 1 ~ Extremely long
proposed sites runs especially
considering the
looping require
Rating 5 4 1.5

7) Support Services Proximity

This site is farthest from CFA Support This site is second closest to CFA
Services, but not significantly farther

than Site 3

Support Services

This site is clos
Support Service

Rating

4.5




